dilemma of program legislation that may be specifi on process but is vague on intended objectives, yet it idates evaluation. Rossi et al. (1979) have suggested tlr t program goals should be spelled out specifically e Dugh to allow impact assessments; more recently, he anc :hen (1980) have argued that researchers cannot simply :cept official goals but must learn how to interpret prc cams and their likely effects more accurately in order 3 design evaluations that are sensitive to program i pact, Wholey, when he was Deputy Assistant Secretary for Evaluation of HEW, introduced the notion of evalua Llity (see Appendix A) whereby short-term, exploratory evaluations would determine the operational object ;es oi a program and whether they could be measured (Whol r 1979); if they could not, costly impact assessment *ould not be commissioned. Cronbach et al. (1980) argue :hat the quest for specification of goals is futile and ;hat evaluation is a prospective activity better suited ;o understanding processes and events for future prog im formulation than for retrospectively appraising th performance of programs against predetermined obje ;ives,
There is more agreement on the role of the eval' itor in the decision-making process, namely, that the information developed through the processes and by .he canons of social science is, and should be, only 01 \ of the determinants of policy regarding education (or .ny other social) program decisions. Arguments derivii | froi research on how evaluation findings are used (Capl; > 1977, Alkin et al. 1979) have led to recommendatioi \ that evaluations, to be useful, must be done in close cooperation with the intended user and must also ii -olve a process of negotiation that draws on the views oJ beneficiary and constituency groups. However, sucl a process is often counter to the objectivity conside ed to be a hallmark of quality evaluation. According to Schreier (1979), it pits the insider's (e.g., clier 's, teacher's, program manager's) intuitive perception against the outsider's concern with quantitative assessment. The result is that they are unlikely t agree on goals. The focus of evaluation may then s if t
